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Blair Krueger, Esq. CA SBN 145328 
Pamela Havird, Esq. CA SBN 129410 
Krueger LLP 
7486 La Jolla Boulevard, 
La Jolla, California 92037 
Telephone: (858) 405-7385 
blair@OTCattorneys.com 

COPY 

Attorneys.for Wolverine Holding Corp. (alk/a Mobility Plus Medical Equipment, Inc.) 

ADMlNISTRA TIVE PROCEEDINGS 

Before the 

UNITED STA TES SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMlSSION 

In the Matter of Oraco Resources, 
Inc., et al., 

Respondents. 

) Case No. 3-16596 (Securities Exchange Act 
) of 1934 Release No. 75183/June 17, 2015) 
) 
) ANSWER OF RESPONDENT MOBILITY 
) PLUS MEDICAL EQUIPMENT, [NC. TO 
) ORDER INSTITUTING 
) ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS 
) PURSUANT TO SECJIOl'\f 12 (j) OF THE 
) SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 

. PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Respondent Wolverine Holding Corp., a/k/a Mobility Plus 

Medical Equipment, Inc. ("Mobility"), hereby answers, as provided by Rule 220(b) of the Rules 

of Practice of the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (the "Commission")[l7 C.F.R. Sec. 

201.220(b)], the Commission's order dated June 17, 2015 (the "Order") instituting administrative 

proceedings pursuant to Section 12(j) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the "Exchange 

Act") against Mobility, among other respondents of the Order (collectively, the "Respondents''), 

as follows: 
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1 
ANSWER TO SPECIFIC ALLEGATIONS 

2 II Mobility, by its undersigned counsel, hereby answers the specific allegations set forth in 

3 II the Order as follows: 
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1. Mobility does not have, and is unable to obtain, sufficient information to admit or 

deny the allegations contained in Section II, Paragraph One of the Order. 

2. Mobility does not have, and is unable to obtain, sufficient information to admit or 

deny the allegations contained in Section II, Paragraph Two of the Order. 

3. Mobility does not have, and is unable to obtain, sufficient information to admit or 

deny the allegations contained in Section II, Paragraph Three of the Order. 

4. Mobility does not have, and is unable to obtain, sufficient information to admit or 

deny the allegations contained in Section II, Paragraph Four of the Order. 

5. As to Section II, Paragraph Five, Mobility admits that it is a Delaware corporation 

with a class of securities registered with the Commission pursuant to the Exchange Act. 

Mobility denies that it is based in Smyrna, Georgia. Mobility admits that the common stock of 

Mobility as of June 15, 2015 was quoted on OTC Link, had four market makers, and was eligible 

for the "Piggyback" exception of Exchange Act Rule 15c2-l l(f)(3). Mobility's new officers and 

board of directors, who were designated in 2015, do not have, and are unable to obtain, sufficient 

information to admit or deny the other allegations contained in Paragraph Five of the Order. 

6. Mobility denies the allegations contained in Section II, Paragraph Six of the Order 

as to Mobility. Mobility does not have, and is unable to obtain, sufficient information to admil or 

deny the other allegations contained in Paragraph Six of the Order as to the other Respondents. 

ANSWER OF RESPONDENT MOBILITY PLUS MEDICAL EQUIPMENT, INC. 
TO ORDER INSTITUTING AD~.<HNISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS PURSUANT 

TO SECTION 12 (j) OF THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
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7. Mobility denies the allegations contained in Section II, Paragraph Seven of the 

Order as to Mobility. Mobility does not have, and is unable to obtain, sufficient information to 

admit or deny the other allegations contained in Paragraph Seven of the Order as to the other 

Respondents. 

8. Mobility denies the allegations contained in Section II, Paragraph Eight of the 

Order as to Mobility. Mobility does not have, and is unable to obtain, sufficient information to 

admit or deny the other allegations contained in Paragraph Eight of the Order as to the other 

Respondents. 

15. Mobility denies the allegations contained, and the relief sought, in Articles Three 

and Four of the Order. No relief is owed to the Commission from Mobility. 

GENERAL DENIAL 

Pursuant to the Commission's Rules of Practice, Rule 220, Mobility denies, except as 

expressly set forth herein in this Answer, generally and specifically, each a..11d every allegation 

contained in the Order and respectfully requests that this Court require the Commission to prove 

their allegations contained in the Order by a preponderance of the evidence, as required by the 

United States Constitution and the Commission's Rules of Practice, and further deny that the 

investors have been damaged in any sum, or at all, by reason of any act or omission on the pmi of 

the Mobility or on the part of any of its agents, servants, or employees, or any of them. 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

Mobility asserts the following affim1ative defonses against the Order: 
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FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

The Order, and each allegation contained in the Order, fails to state a claim upon which 

relief can be granted against Mobility. 

SECOND A:FFIRIVIATIVE DEFENSE 

The Commission's claims against Mobility are barred or limited because Mobility's 

conduct was justified by legitimate business motives, purposes and reasons, which were well 

informed or reasonable under the circumstances, and of which the Commission was fully aware, 

including the Commission's complete and total awareness at all times alleged in the Order of the 

true financial condition, operations, management and activities of Mobility and all of its business 

and financial matters. 

THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

The Commission's claims against Mobility are balTed or limited because any damages 

suffered were solely ihe result of the actions or failures to act by others, and not as a resuH of any 

action or omission by Mobility under federal securities laws. 

FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

The Commission's claims against Mobility are barred in whole or in part because the 

claims against Mobility are barred by the doctrine of waiver. 

FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

The Commission's claims against Mobility are barred by the doctrine of estoppeL 

SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

The Commission's claims against Mobility are ban:ed by the doctrine of laches. 
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SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

The Commission's claims against Mobility are barred by the doctrine of unclean hands. 

EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

The Commission's claims against Mobility should be dismissed for failure to plead 

causes of action, or any of them, with specificity. 

NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

The Commission's claims against Mobility are barred by the doctrine of res j udicata. 

TENTH All"'FIRMA TIVE DEFENSE 

The Commission's claims against Mobility are barred by the statute oflimitations. 

ELEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

The Commission's claims should be dismissed because Mobility complied with and 

performed all material obligations under the reporting requirements of the federal securities laws, 

including the Exchange Act, in conflict with the allegations set forth in the Order or, lo the extent 

of any non-performance of any material federal reporting obligations by Mobility, Mobility's 

performance was excused or waived by the Commission through its written revieYv and conm1ent 

process, including the express written allowance by the Commission of one or more of 

Mobility's combined, consolidated, comprehensive Fonn 10-Ks, or the Commission's failure or 

omission to act upon, comment upon, or initiate and prosecute any prospective or actual omission 

or breach by Mobility of its requirements or obligations under the federal securities lavvs, 

including the Exchange Act. 

!:!!-:\.YER .[OR lIBLJEF 

WHEREFORE, Mobility prays for this Court to enter a judgment as follows: 

-- ·-·-·"---·- -- . ------- -----------·-
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that the Order against Mobility be vacated; 

that judgment be entered in favor of Mobility; 

that the decision to be rendered by the Administrative Law Judge (this "Court") be 

in favor of Mobility; and 

that the Commission be assessed with all costs of this action, including reasonable 

attorneys' fees of Mobility; and 

that Mobility have such other relief as this Court deems proper. 
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KRUEGER LLP 

Blair Krueger, Esq. 
Krueger LLP 

Special Counsel and Attorneys for YVolverine 
Holding Corp. (afkla Mobility Plus Medical 
Equipment, Inc.) 
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ENFORCEMENT 

UNITED STATES 
SECURITIES ANO EXCHA.NGE COMMISSION 

100 F Street, N.E.- Room 8104-Stop 6010 
WashingtDn, D.C. 20549-5010 

June 17,2015 

BY PRIORITY MAlL EXPRESS 

Wolverine Holdfkgb)rp:_'(~a Mobility Plus lVfodical Equipment. Inc.) 
9830 Sixth Street, Suite 103 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Re: Jn. the Matter of Oraco Resources, Inc., et al. 

Deax Sir or Madam: 

David S. Frye 
Senicr Coumml 

Direct rnal: 2.ll1-SS1-472S 
Facsimile: 202·772-9366 

E·mail: frved@seC,_fJov 

Pursuant to SEC Rule of Practice§ 201.230, documents related to this matter are 
available for inspection and copying at the Securities and Exchange Commission's headquarters 
in Washington~ D.C. Please note, however, that pursuant to SEC Rule of Ptactice § 201.230(f), a 
respondent in an SEC proceeding is responsible for bearing the cost of copying. If you wish to 
make arrangements for such inspection and copying, please call me at (202) 551-4728. 

Enclosures 

l 'd ll86 'ON 

~~r~~-
David S. Frye 
Senior Counsel 

Vildl£:l SlOl '6l ·unr 


